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Twenty-One CONCLUSIONS Further Demonſtra- 
tg the SCHISM of rÞLburch of Eagland, gc. 


I, T % ( whatſoever the Extent of the Pope's 


Aathority be, or be n6t, yet ) 72s clear, that 

all Roman-Catholicks, that ts, all Communicants 
with the Church of Rome, or Pap!/ts, hold the ſustaure of 
the Tipe s Authority ; that 's, hold the Pope to be, Supreme 
Ecclefraftical Cove; nor m God 3 Church. This is evident 
from the very terms, {ince to ackuowledg the Papal Au- 
thority is to be a Papiſt, or Communicant with the Church 
of Rome. 

IL. The hoi/ding or acknowledging this Authority, is to all 
that hold it, that ts, to the whole Church of Roue, or to alt 
thoſe particular Church's united with Rome, a Principle 
of Unity in Government. "This 1s playin hikewite from the 
terms ; ſince an Acknowledgment of one Supreme Gover- 
nor, either in Secular or Spiritual affairs, 1s he Ground 
which eſtabliſhes thoſe Acknowledgers in ſubmiſſion to 
that one Government ; that is, 'tis to: them a Principle of 
Unity m Government. . | | 
. UII. Tis evident, That all thoſe Churches in Communion 

with the Church of Rome hold firmly, that whatſoever the 
Living Youce of the preſent Chureh,.e. of Paſtors and Fathers 
of Families drrefed by thoſe Paſtors ſhall unanimonſly conſpire 
to teach and delrver to Learners and Children to have been re- 
cerved from their immediate Paſtors and Fathers, as taught 
Chr:/t and his Apoſtles, is to be undoubtedly held as taught 
them ; 1.e. that this delryery from immediate Forejatbers as 
from theirs, as from Chriſt, 1s an infallible and certain Rule 
of Faith, that 1s, a Principle of Unity in Faith. This 
to be the Tenet of all particular Churches 1n Communion 
with Rome, both fides acknowledg; and it 1s hence -ev1- 
dent, that che Body made up of ſuch Churches eyer caft 
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out from its Communion all thoſe that did innovate againſt 


this Tenet. | 
IV. 'Tis manifeſt, that all the Churches im Commeuniou 


with Rome egually held at the time of the Proteſtant Re- 

formation, in K. Henry's days, theſe two Principles as they 
' &o now, 1.e. 1. The ſubſtance of the Pope's Authority, or 
that he is Supreme in God's Church ; 2. That the Living 
Poice of the preſent Church, deltyering as aboveſatd, is the 
mfallible Rule of Faith. This is maniteſted by our Ad- 
verſaries 1mpugning thoſe Churches, as holding Tra- 


dition and the Popes Headſhip ; nor was 1t ever pre- 
rended, that either thoſe Churches held not theſe Tenets 
then, or that they have renounc'd them ſince. 

V. The Church of England, immediately before the Refor- 
mation, was one of thoſe Churches which held Communton 


20i7h Rome, ( as all the world grant) and conſequently held 


with the reſt the two foremention'd T enets, prev'd to have veen 
the Principles of Unity both in Faith and Government. 

VI. 7 hat Boay of Chriſtians, or that Co—_ Common- 
wealth conſyting of the then-Church of England and other 
Churches mm Communion with Rome, halding Chriſt's Law 
upon the ſaid tenure of immediate Tradition, and ſubmitting 
to the Eccleſiaſtical Supremacy of the Pope, was a true and 
real Church. This is maniteſt by our very Adverſaries 
acknowledgment, who grant the*' now Church of Rome, 
even without: their Church, to be a true and real one, 
. thoi holding the ſame Principles of Unity, both 1n Faith 
and Government, which ſhe held when the Reformers 
Tevolted from hes. 

VII. That Body conſiſting of the then Church of England, 
and her other Fellow-communzcauts with Rome. was united 
or made one by means of theſe two Principles of Unity. For 
the undoubted acknowledgment of one common Rule of 
Faith to be certain,'1s 1n 1t's own nature apt to unite thoſe 
Acknowledgers in Faith, that 1s, to unite them as Faith- 
ful, and conſequently 1n all other Attions ſpringing from 
Faith. And the toad acknowledgment of one Su- 
preme Eccleſiaſtical Governor gave thele Acknowledgers 
an 
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an Eccleſiaſtical Unity, or Church-communion under the 

notion of Governed, or Subjetts of an Eccleſiaſtical Coms 

| monwealth. Now nothing can more nearly concern a 

| Church, than the Rules of Faith and Government, eſpe- 

| cially4t the Government be of Faith, and recetv'd upon 

its Rule. Sceing then theſe two Principles gave them ſome 

Unity and Communion as Fazthful, and as belonging to 
an Eccleſiaſtical Commonwealth, 1t muſt neceſfarily be 

Church-Unity and Communion which theſe two Princt- 

ples gave them. 

VIII. The ProteFtant Reformers renounced both theſe 
Principles. This 1s undeniably evident, ſince they leftofft 
to hold the Pope's Supreme power to aCt in Eccleſiaſtical 
affairs, and alfo 'to hold divers points, which the former 
Church immediately before the breach, had receiv'd from 

1mnmedate Paſtors and Fathers, as from Chrilt. 

IX. Hence follows, 7 hat thoſe Reformers in renouncins 
theſe two Principles did commit the horrid fat of breaking 
Church-Communion, or Schiſmatizing. This 1s demonſtrably 
conſequent from the two laſt Paragraphs, where 'tis pro- 
ved, that thoſe two ray 1 made Church-Communion, 
that 1s, cauſed' Unity in that Body which themſelves ac- 
knowledg a true Church ; as alfo, that they renounc'd or 
{ broke thoſe Principles; therefore they broke that which 
| United the Church: And ſo broke the Unity of the 
Church, or Schiſmatiz'd. 

X. This renouncing thoſe two Primeiples of Eicleſinſtical 
Communion, prov'd to have been an attual breach of Charch- 
Unity, was antecedent to. the Pope's Excommunicating the 
Proteſtants, aud his commanding Catholicks- to abſtain from 
therr Communion.- This 1s known, and acknowledg'd by 
all the world ; nor tall they were Proteſtants by renoun- 
cing thoſe Principles, could they be Excommunicated as 
| Proteſtants. | 

XI. This afZual breach of Church-Unity in King Henry's, 
Edward the S:xth's, and the beginning of Qneen Elizabeth's 
Reign, could not be tmputable. to the ſubſequent Exconmu- 

nication, 


(6] 
nication, as to its cauſe. "T1s plain, ſince the Effe& can- 
not be before the Gauſe. 

XII. Thoſe ſubſequent Excommuntications, cauſed not the 
anal Breach, or Schiſmm bet:ixeen us For the antecedent 
renouncing thoſe uwwo points, ſhew'n to have been the 
Principles 0! icciefiaftical Uuity, had already cauſed the 
breach, dis-union, or diviſion between us : But, thoſe be. 
tween whom ar. actual divition is made, are not {ti]] divi- 
ſible; that 1s, thev who are already divided are not now 
to be divided. Wherefore, however 1t may be pretended, 
that thoſe 1xcommunications' made thoie Congregations, 
who were antecedcntly thus diviced, ſtand at turther d1- 
ſtance from one another ; yet 'tis molt ſenſleſs, and un- 
worthy a man of reaſon tw affirm, that they divided thoſe 
who were alrcady divided e're thole Excommunications 
came. Eſpecially, fince the Rule of Faith, and the ſub- 
ſtance of the Pope's Authority confilt in an indiviſible, 
and are points of that nature, that the renouncing t..eſe, 
is a Principle of renouncing all Faith and Government. 
For, whoever renounces any Rule, may, nay ought, it 
he a& conſequently, renounce all he hulls upon that Rule, 
whether;points of Faith or of Government, nay even the 
Letter of God's Written Word 1t ſelf ; that 1s, all that 
Chriſt left us, or that can concern a Church. 

XIII. The renouncing thoſe two Principles of the former 
Charch-Unity, as it evidently diſunited men's minds in order 
to Futth and Government , ſo, if reduced mto prattice, it 
muſt neceſſarily dis amite or divide them likewiſe im External 
Charch-carriage. This 1s clear, fince our Tenets are the 
Principles ofzour Ations ; and ſo contrary Tenets of con- 
trary Carriage. 

XIV. Thoſe tenets contrary to the two Primciples of Church- 
Unity were de laGto put it pratZice by the Pefonkinn Party ; 
and conſequently they divided the Church, both mternally and 
externa/7y. This 1s molt undeniably evident; fince they 
wrote, .prcach'd, and atted againit the Tradition, or Del:- 

very 
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yery of the immediately foregoing Church, as erroneous 
in mai.y 01nts, which the deliverd to them as from 1m- 
mediatc Fathers, and fo upwards as from Chrift; and pro- 
ceeded now co Interpret Scripture by another Rule than 
by the Tencts and PraQtice of that 1mmediately foregoing 
Church. And as jor the former Government, they abſo- 
lately renounc'd 1ts influence 1n Zng/aud, preach'd and 
wrote againſt it : Na. kept Cungreg ations apart beiore 
they had got the power 1n their hauds , aud, after they had 
the pov cr in their hands, puniſht and put to Death (and 
that upon account of Religign) many of the maintainers 
of thoſe two Principles ot Church-Unity, 

XV. Hence fo/lows, 7 hat the Proteſtant Breach was a. 
perfet? and compleat Fact of Schiſm. For 1t divided the 
tormer Eccleſiaſtical Body both internally .and externally, 
and that as 1t was an Zccle/taſtical Body, ſiace 1t violated 
thoſe two Principles which concern'd Zccle/reſtical Unity. 

XVI. The ſubſequent Excommunication of our Church was: 
therefore due, fitting, and neceſſary. Due ; for it is as due 
a carriage towards thoſe who have actually renounc'd the- 
Principles of Unity both in Faith and Goyernment, and 
ſo =" Church-Unity, to be Excommunicated by that 
'Bedy from which thoſe Renouncer's thus broke, as it is. 
toward:Rebels,who have renounc'd both SupremeGovern-. 
ment and Fundamental Laws of a Commonwealth, and' 
ſo divided the Temporal Body, to be denounced and pro- 
claimed Rebels by the ſame Commonwealth. 777mg, lince 
the effeCt of 1t Toy molt reſent, which was to keep the 
true Faithful apart in Eccleſiaſtical ations from them, 
ſignified no more than this, that they who had broken 
both internally and externally from the former. Body 
ſhould nor be treated with, in Eccleſiaſtical matters, as 
{t:]] of 1t, nor be own'd for parts of that Commonwealth 
of which already they had made themſelves no parts. 
Laſtly, Nece{/ary ; All Government and good order going 
to wrack, 3t oppolite parties be allow'd to treat together 
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commonly in ſuch ations in which, their oppoſition mult 
-necellarily and frequently diſcover it {clf ; which will 1n- 
'Evitably Meult the more prudent ſort, hazard to pervert 
ithe weaker, and breed diſquiet 'on both fides. h 
: Thus far to evidenc? demonſtrably, that the external 
Fa@ of Schiſm was truly theirs; which done, tho it be 
needleſs to add any more to prove them formal Schiſma- 
ticks, themſelves contellmng char ſuch a fact cannot be juſtt- 
fable.by any reaſons or motives whatſoever | $h. c. 1. ] 
Yet I ſhall not depend upon their ſtanding to their own 
words, knowing how calie a thing it 1s, for men who 
talk looſely, and not with ſtri& rigor of Diſcourſe, to 
ſhuffle-off their own ſayings : I ſhall therefore proſecute 
my own method, and allgdg, Thar 

XVII. The very doing an external fa@7, of ſo hainous a 

Ntnhre as 1s Sreakip Church-Unity, concludes a Guilt in the 
Attors, unleſs they render reaſons truly {ufficient to excuſe 
therr fat?f, This 1s evident, a forttorz, by paralleling this 
to fats of inferior malice : For, whoſoever riſes againſt 
a long fetled and acknowledg'd Temporal Power, 1s con- 
ctuded by that very fa& of "ifing to be a Rebel, unleſs he 
render ſoflctent reaſons for it ; Otherwiſe, till thoſe rea- 
dons appear, the Good of Peace, Order, and Unity, which 
ke evidently violates by his riſing, concludes him moſt ir- 
Tational and finfu]. . 

"XVII No reaſons can be ſufficient ta excuſe ſuch a fact, 
. but ſuch as are able to conumce, that 'twas better to do that 
fat?, than not todo it. This 1s moſt evident. 

* "RIX. {n this caſe, where the gy 1s demonſtrable, and o 
higheft' concern, no reaſon meerly probable can convmce the 
Underflanding, that the contrary was better to be done, but 
only a manifeſt and rigorous demonſtration. For, thoin the 
common fore of human ations, an high Probability that 
the thang is 1n 1t ſelf better, be ſufficient for ation, yet 
there are ſome things of a nature ſo manifeſt to all Man- 
Lind to be univerſally good, that nothing but rigorous 
ed! 9's : Ey1- 
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*., Evidence can he pretended a ground ſufficient to oppoſe 
them. For example, that Parents are io be honour'd, that 
Government is to be in the World, that Unity of Govern- 
ment is to be kept up in God's Church, that there ought to be 
certain Grounds for Faith, &yc. Which, ſince on the 
one fide they are ſuch as are in their own nature demon- 
ſtrable,and indeed ſelf-evident, and on the other fo univer- 
fally beneficial, and conſequently an univerſal harm, or 
rather a deluge of inconveniences-& miſchiet would break 
in if the Actor againſt theſe ſhould happen to be in the 
wrong ; He 1s therefore bound in theſe caſes nt to a& till 
he ſees the utmoſt that 1s to be ſeen concerning ſuch af. 
fairs : But affairs of this nature are demonſtrable, or ra- 
ther ſelf-evident ( as is faid) on the one ſide, therefore 
he ought not fo ad}, unleſs he could ſee perfet demonſtra- 
210n, that 'tis better for him to a& otherwiſe : Wherefore, 
it having been manifeſtly prov'd, that this Fa@ of theirs 
left neither Certain Ground of Faith, nor Unity of Govern- 
ment in God's Church, nothing but a perfe&t and rigorous 
demonſtration could be able to convince the Underſtanding, 
that 'twas be?zer fo ad. | BY | 
KX. The Proteſtants produce no ſuch demonſtration, that 
"was better to att m this caſe. * For, they never clos'd 
with ſevere demonſtration, in any of their Writings 1 
| have yet ſeen, .to evidence rigorouſly (either, That the 
Rule of immediate Delivery was not certarn, or that the 
Pope had no Supreme Authority-in-Eceleſiaſtical affairs, 
or laſtly, that the Pope's Authority was to be aboliſht 
' forthe Abuſes ſake: Which were neceſfary to be done, 
ere they could: demonſtrate it better to break Church- 
Unity, Nor does their manner of writing bear the flen- 
dereſl reſemblance of rigorous demonſtration : Since de- 
monſ{tration 1s not- a conneCting of Air and Words, but 
of Notions and Senſe ; and this from ſelf-eyidear' Prin- 
ciples eyen to the very intended Conclufion. Whereas 
their way of Writing 1s only to- find out the Sence of 
- B Words. 
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Words by a kind of Dictionary-manner; which ſort of 
Diſcourſe 1s the molt fallible, ſletght, and fubjeto Equi- 
vocation, that can be 1magin'd. 'To omit, that rigorous 
Demonſtration 1s pretended by our Party for the ptoof of - 
our Rule of Farth, viz. immediate Tradition, which they 
Tenounc'd ; and conſequently for the proof of whatſoever . 
was recetv'd upon 1t ( as was the Pope's Authority) as yet* 
unanſwer'd by their fide. Nay their awn fide fometimes 
acknowledg our ſaid Rule of Faith infallible; even Dr. 
Hammond himſelf, who affirms, that Univerſal Atteſta- 
tion makes one as certain of a thing, as if-he had ſeen it 
with his own eyes. 

XI. 'T7s the moſt abſurd and impious folly imaginvble, to 
bring for their excuſe, T hat they were fully perſwaded the 
thing was to be done, or is tobe continued. Tor, ſince a full 
pm—_mn_y may ſpring from Paſſion or Vice, as well as 

rom Reaſon and Virtue, at ſignifies nothing, in order to 
an excuſe, to ſay one was fully perſwaded he was to do 
ſuch a thing, till he ſhew whgnce he became thus per- 
ſwaded ; otherwiſe his perſwaſion might be a fauk it 
ſelf, and the occaſion of his other fault in thus aCting. 
"Tis not therefore his Perſwaſion, but the Ground of his 
Perſwaſion, which is to be alledged, and lookt into. Which, 
if it were Reaſon, whence he came thus perſwaded, and 
thar he knew how he came to be perſwaded ( without 
knowing which, 'twas 1rranonal to bo perſwaded at all ) 
then he can render us this reaſon which perſwaded him ; 
and reaſon telling us evidently, that no reaſon leſs than 
demonſtration 1s 1n our cafe able To breed full perſwaſjon 
or conyiction, that, it was berrer 70 ad7( as hath been 
pied Cor. 19.) It follows, they muſt:;give its a demon- 
ratiye reaſon, why 'twas better: to be done, otherwiſe 
they can never juſtifie that perſwaſion, much lefs the fact 
which fſued from it : But the fa& being evidently enor- 
mous, and againſt a preſent Order of higheſt concern, 
and no truly eyident reaſof appearing why 'twas bet: 
| « ter 
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ter to do that fa, 'iis from 1t ſelf convinc'd, and con- 
cluded irrational, precipitate, and vicious: It they com- 
plain of this doctrine, as too rigorous in leaving no ex: 
cuſe for weak'and 1gnorant perſons, who att out of fimpli- 
city : I reply, cither their firſt Reformers, and themſelyes 
the continuers of the Breach, thought themſelves 1gn0- 
rant of thoſe things they went about to reform, or no. If 
they thought themlelves ignorant, and yet attempted 'to 
make themſelves Judges, 'tis a 'plain ſeIf-condemnation 
and irrational. It they were 1gnorant, or in ſome degree 
ignorant, or in fome degree leſs ignorant; then I ask, 
what made them think themſelves wiſer than they were, 
except their own Pride: So that which way ſoever they 
turn, their fault and guilt purſue them. But, if they were 
indeed knowing In thoſe things, then 'tis apparent there 
are no truly ſuthczent, convincing, or demonſtrative rea- 
ſons to be given why they acted, ſince they were neyer 
able to produce any ſuch, tho urg'd and oblig'd thereunto 
hy the higheſt motives 1maginable. Whence they remain 
{ti]l criminal as in the former caſes , and indeed much 
more, leaving .it : manifeſt, that neither perſwaſion, nor 
their fa whach was originiz'd from it, ſprung from Rea- 
ſon in their Underſtanding, but from Paſhon and AﬀeRion 
in their Will. 


Therefore the Proteſtants, are Guilty both of Material and 
Formal Schiſm ; ſince "tis evident, they have done both a 
Schiſmatical Fat?, and out of a Schiſmatical Afettion. 
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Some Reaſons tender'd to mmpar tial perſons, why Dr.H.Mau- 
rice, Chaplain to his (rrace of Canterbury, ought not to 
be Traduc'd as the Licenler of the Pamplet, entituled, 
A Plain Anſwer to a Popiſh Prielt, Que/t;oning the Orders 
of the Church of England. 


I. TR. H. <Manrzice 15 not that weak, illiterate Man, 
as to let paſs with his /mprimatur, ſuch a forg'd 
imputation, as I find 1n the 5th and 6th Line ; Or (Church 
of England) Oradamers are Schiſmaticks, or Hereticks, and 
fo cannot Ordain. Forg'd, I ſay, becauſe the Pamphlet ſays, 
this ſeth, to be objected ; whereas it 1s moſt notoriouſly 
falſe, That Ordination from a Schiſmatick or Heretick 1s 
invalid"; and equally falſe, that Papif7s argue: from the 
Schiſm or Herefie of the Ordainer, that the power of 
Conferring Orders 1s null : And conſequently, 'it is not 
the Papibts objection, but a meer fiction, that this hard 
forehead 
Maiir ice. | | 4 
2. Dr. e Maurice knows, that Lambeth-Ordination, as to 
the matter of fa&t, depends on the Veracity of Dr. Parker; 
and if Dr. Parker was ſo apright a man, as never to have 
torg:d.or.corrupted Records, ( which I hear the PapifFs 
pretend to prove.) the ANags-bead-Orainatian will require 
a yery /trong aſſurance to out-face Dr.Parker's. Record. But 
that Be Ordainers were Three, nay more than Three 
zrue Biſhops, 1s ſuch a great point, « the Papiſts mult 
eternally be dumb, 1t this can be made out ; and therefore 
It 


produc'd to prove they were all, or any of them ſo. And 
whereas 1n the Archives of Canterbury Dr. Maurice can- 
not Snd any ſuch Record, hc could not {uppeſe this Pam- 
pPhletter reſponſible for any fuch. 


3. Ay 


preſumes to obtrude upon us, as apprqy'd by Dr,. 


tnken; ++ -Arrhentck Record were 
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3. All know, 'That as to the Succeſſion in Do&rine, the 


1ries to Salvation believ'd ſo before Mice ; and the Þa- 
pifts ſay, the Protg/tants Plea and Belief is no better, whillk 
they ſubmit not tC the Deciſions of Trent. So that Suc-: 
celhon in DoErine 1s a Diſputable point; and Dr: cMax- 
rice has more judgment than to approve what 1s boldly 
ſaid, not prov'd at all. 

4-1f then it be uncertain (for /»fa/llib1j;ty the Church of 
England pretends not to), whether Proteſtants; have: that. 
Succeſſion of Do&rine, ( the Pamphlet proves it not, but; 
only ſays we have ), it ſhould have been proy'd, that at leaſt; 

they have Succeſſion of Perſons to ſhew,who have all alo 
had true Orders,and conferr'd them on other Ordainers wil 
theſe times. The Pamphlet ſays ſo 1n theſe words, Fe 
have had ſuch a Hi from the very. foundation of; our: 
Church. But neithet tells ns whence he cxmes! thas: founaa. 
tron of his Church, nor troubles himſelf to. prove-this 
Succeflion, otherwiſe than by ſaying it is” not neceſſary to 
ſhew it. - It will not eaſily-be believ'd,, that Dr. Maurzxe 
cannot diſtinguiſh betwixs, /ay:mp. and. privingz or that he 
approv'd the Paper which does 10. 205: bib 
5: If thoſe Peftern Fathers ,prove. Innoyation' upon 
Heretieks, becauſe they wanted true. Succeflion from. the 
Apoſtles ; and .by inffancing in the Succeſſion. of the 
Church of, Rome, (prove:eyidently they meant; Succeſhog 
of-Pexſons ; then certaanly ftants mult endeayour ta/anfwer 
berter thay they,leſtthey,ſcem\rts. beonlyY chterday-men ; 
and 1f their Plea of Believing all Neceſlaties to Salvation, 
or Succeſſhon-of Dodrine, excus'd-them:mot ; and if Suc- 
cellion of Perſons not ſhew'n, .cqpyinc'd them.ot:Novelry,; 
ſomething more Proteſtants muſt have-to'fay;:;thanchar's, 
is not neceſſary to. fhew any. And hnce this: man.daes.not; 
and thence gtves 'occafien to Papihti, to. think 1tekmnnotbe 
done,-I.mult-. not think. Dr, «Mawyce would concur 106 

expole his Church. c yors gong £972 og vets 
6. He 


bee, had it not, tho they pleaded Belief of all Neceſ- 


bir'Y' 
21Þ: He approves not that Aphoriſm , None can confer that 

Py "04-2161 her, which he hath not þinſelf ; Becauſe if. 
it'were true, -af /nfidel could not give Baptiſm, becauſte« 


ubt Bapria'd: cT'ruly:-do nor fee how .this tollows, tho; | 


tiuit 'Aptioriſm be generally rue. | For, if Baptiſm be'not 
the power. of Baptizing, then ſurely. one not Baptized; 
may have the power of Baptizing ; and 1t he exercites this 
-_ he does not confer a power on another wluch he 

as 'not himſelf. I fear this man, by this /znuendo would 
diſpoſe/as to believe, that their Biſhops had their Orders 
as validly from Laymen's, as others may-in'caſe of necef- 
ſity have Baptiſm from the hands of Infidels. Ir is what 
Sgvaze allows to the diſgrace of his new Church,but I muſt 
not believe Dr. Maurice did. 

» 2. He ſays; That Chriſt inſtituted no Form of words ; 
he ſays 16; \and that 3z-his proof. -Now'to uſe ſome of his 
own terms," I- would-be glad to meet that man who could 
evidently prove-to'me, 1. 'That Chrilt inſtituted no Form 
of Words 2.:Deliver'd not the holy Yeſſels to the Apo- 
fihbs. - 3. Gave them no power: to Offer Sacrifice for-the 
Quick and the Dead.''- Proving is” more' than ſaying: he 

1d not. | | | p13 $I 6! 


"8, The Title fays He '( the Pamphleteer ) is a'Miniſter 
of the Church of Z&xp/and; and ſo we ſhould beheve him 
a Divine; and-if the conſequence were' good, No Divine, 
no Miniſter; 13 weuld be viftible-enough that he ſharim'd 
us nvithe Title, For: here comes, - Zmpo/ition of Hanis to 
be the Formiof Orders: ' Riſum-reneatts T heologi. Nay the 
Roman Church allows -1t ( Impoſition of Hands ) to be a 
ſuttictent Formy nay the Greczan too, gx. Antiquity, St. 
Chryſoſtom, whereas the Romifh Form of touching the Yeſ. 

fels:rs younger by 800 years than our Savionr's time. Aſluredly 
Dr.:Mawrice knows how to diſtinguiſh Matter and Form, 
which'this poor man does nor. ' And whilſt Papifts charge 
Proteſtants to have no #rue Form,co anſwer they have a true 
Form,and then prove they have true Hatzer,and miſcall it 
Form, 


| 


— 


| 


- | 


| 


. 


| 
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Form, 15s not to anſwer them, but betray the Proteſtants ; 
and I muſt not believe Dr. Maurice concern'd 1n 1t. 

9. His Anſwer to the third Objeftion 1s impertinent, 

ecauſe it anſwers not any Popyſh ObjeMion, as you ſee 
in the beginning, but only his own fiction. Indeed T ob- 
ſerve the kindneſs of this man to his Mother Church ; he 
will ſuppoſe her Biſhops. Schiſmatical and Hererical, and 
then defend the validity of her Ordination by the vali- 
dity of Laymen's Baptiſm, and {uch-like caſes; which 15s 
the ſecond Innuendo, that as Laymen may validly Bap- 
tize; ſo they wy validly Ordain Biſhops. Certainly 
Dr. T Maurice would never approve this. 

If Ordination of Hereticks be valid, as he allows here, 
then Succeſſion of Perſons, 1s ſufficient without Succeſſion 
of Do&trine, which he allows not before. But this man's 
Truth: is like his Logick. Greeks ſent from the Semi- 
nary at Rome to be Ordained by, Heretical Biſhops in the 
Eaſt \ 1 believe he has no Authentick Record for this nei- 
ther. 

10. -I conclude then, That this man's Intention is not 
to defend, but expoſe Proteſtant-Orders ; and what he con- 
cludes with concerning the affurance of the validity of 
their Orders, becauſe they require not the Intention of the 
Ordainer, ſquints ſuſpitiouſly towards the Nags-head Ta- 
vern, as tho their firſt pretended Biſhops intending to be 
merry there, laid their Hands upon one another, without 
zntending any more, and that any one may do as much for 
his Neighbour, and as validly too, when'he intends no- 
thing leſs ; and that ſuch only 1s the affurance of the 
validity of their Orders: and that fuch is the Opinion 
too of Dr. #7. Maxrice, the Reſpe& given to his LGarning 
and his CharaQter will not allow me to belieye. 


# £7 Hi 


